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Household equivalence scales are not identified from consumer demand data alone. We estimate
household equivalence scales using two types of subjective information. First, we use the answers
to questions on the income required to attain a given utility level. This is the type of information
often used in this type of research. We compare the results for the usual linear model with
semiparametric estimates, in which the functional form of the relationship between required
income and family size and actual income is left unspecified. Second, we use answers to the
question: how satisfied are you with actual household income? We present parametric and
semiparametric estimates for the ordered response model explaining this discrete variable, which
has possible outcomes 1,2,...,10. We find that according to the second type of information, costs
of children are much larger than according to the first.
______________
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1. Introduction
A household equivalence scale is defined as the ratio between family incomes needed to attain
a given utility level for the family of interest and some reference family. Equivalence scales are
required to compare utility levels of households of different composition. They are an important
tool for applied welfare analysis (see, for example, Browning (1992), Nelson (1993), Lewbel
(1989)). They are used to define the costs of children, which serve as the basis for the system
of child benefits in many countries. They are used to define comparable poverty lines for, for
example, singles and married couples, and thus directly affect the minimum levels of social
welfare benefits. Finally, they are indispensable for thorough analysis of income inequality within
and between countries (see Jenkins (1991)): if household incomes are compared, a correction has
to be made for differences in household composition. The appropriate way is to use equivalent
incomes, i.e. observed household income divided by the household’s equivalence scale.
By definition, equivalence scales describe disaggregate phenomena at the micro-level of
the household. It is virtually impossible to estimate them using aggregate data. During the last
decades, they have been a recurring issue in micro-econometric studies, with a large contribution
of Dutch researchers. The traditionally most common approach to estimate them is to incorporate
them in a household cost function. Together with prices of consumption goods, household
composition variables are then the main arguments of the household cost function (see Browning
(1992)). These household cost functions are usually estimated on the basis of panel or repeated
cross-section data on consumption expenditure on a varying number of commodity categories.
Since Pollak and Wales (1979), however, it has become well-known that expenditure data
alone are not sufficient to identify the equivalence scales. See also Kapteyn (1994) for a clear
example illustrating this point, a discussion of possible solutions, and further references. Results
of Blundell and Lewbel (1991) imply that the informational content of demand systems about
equivalence scales is very limited: for one fixed set of prices, any equivalence scale is consistent
with observed demand. On the other hand, relative changes in equivalence scales due to price
changes are completely identified from demand data. For applied purposes however, the latter
is insufficient without the former. In section 2, we briefly discuss the equivalence scales in a
neoclassical framework and the findings of Pollak and Wales (1979) and Blundell and Lewbel
(1991).
The results of Blundell and Lewbel (1991) suggest that estimating equivalence scales
could proceed in two separate steps. The first would be to use other than demand data to estimate
the levels of the equivalence scales in a given reference price setting. The second would be to
use information on demand data to identify the effects of price changes on the equivalence scales.
An enormous literature is devoted to this second step (see Browning (1992)). This paper is
concerned with the first step only. We analyze equivalence scales in a fixed price setting. We
thus avoid the complications and specification choices needed in order to formulate a demand
system. The Blundell and Lewbel (1991) result implies that our results can be combined with
demand system estimates to analyze the equivalence scales in a price regime different from ours.
There are two types of additional information that we consider. The first has been used
before by a large number of mostly Dutch researchers. It is related to the Welfare Function of
Income (WFI). See Van Praag (1968, 1991), Kapteyn (1994), and references mentioned there.
Subjective survey questions are used to measure the income necessary to reach a given utility2
level. We briefly discuss this literature in section 3. The second type of information is, in a sense,
dual to the first type. It is based on a survey question about satisfaction with actual family
income. This type of information been used by, for example, Vaughan (1984) and Poulin (1988).
In section 4, we discuss the survey questions and the resulting sample data. We use a cross-
section of Dutch households drawn from the Socio-Economic Panel (SEP), October 1984, which
contains both types of information for the same households.
In sections 5 and 6, we discuss parametric and semiparametric models based upon the two
types of subjective information. We focus on the equivalence scales, and avoid assumptions about
the form of the utility functions, the distributions of the error terms, etc., as much as possible.
A flexible non- or semiparametric analysis therefore seems natural. We consider several models
based upon both types of data and compare the results. In the concluding section 7, we check
whether the two types of information are compatible. We try to explain our finding that they are
not, and argue why we think the second type information is superior to the first.
2. Equivalence scales and the neoclassical demand system
We consider the static framework of a household (indicated by index i) maximizing household
utility ui =u i(q,hi) under a linear budget constraint p’q=yi. Here q denotes the vector of quantities
of the goods involved (the choice variable of the household), p is the corresponding price vector,
yi is household income,
1 and hi is household composition. We assume that ui satisfies the usual
conditions of monotonicity and quasi-concavity. Utility may depend on i through hi but also
through taste shifters not included in h (observed or unobserved). Let ci(u,hi,p) be the household
cost function, representing minimum expenditure required to attain a given utility level u. ci is
convex and increasing in p and strictly increasing in u (cf, for example, Barten and Böhm




(1) ln ci(u,hi, p )=l nc i(u,h0, p )+l nE S i (hi,u,p)
It says how large income of household i must be compared to income of the reference household,
if both households should attain the same utility level. In general, the equivalence scale depends
on the utility level. The hypothesis that it does not, is often referred to as the independence of
base utility (IB) assumption.
To obtain equations that can be estimated using demand data, Marshallian demand
1 In an intertemporal setting, household income is replaced by total household expenditure
(i.e. is corrected for savings). This is consistent with a life-cycle model of household
behaviour (see Blundell and Walker (1986)).3
equations are used:
(2) qi =d i (yi,hi,p)
Here qi is the vector of quantities that maximises utility for household i, for given prices p and
household income yi. Its relation to the cost function is given by
(3) di(yi,hi,p) = ¶ci(u,hi,p)/¶p, with u determined by ci(u,hi,p)=yi.
Preferences and the household utility function are completely characterised by the cost function.
The source of the identification problem is that the cost function is not completely characterised
by the Marshallian demand functions. The intuition behind this is clear: optimal quantities are
those that maximise utility; a monotonic transformation of the utility function does not change
the optimal quantities, while it does change the utility function and the cost function. To be
precise: replace the cost function ci by
Ci(u,hi, p )=c i (F(u,hi),hi,p)
where F(u,hi) is monotonically increasing in u. Then the demand functions corresponding to Ci
are identical to those corresponding to ci. The equivalence scales corresponding to Ci, however,
are given by
Ci(u,hi,p)/Ci(u,h0, p )=c i(F(u,hi),hi,p)/ci(F(u,h0),h0,p)
Even if the original equivalence scales ESi do not depend on u, these equivalence scales will be
different from the original ones if F depends on hi. This shows that different equivalence scales
can be consistent with the same demand system. By choosing F appropriately, Blundell and
Lewbel (1991) show that, for fixed prices p, every set of equivalence scales is consistent with
a given demand system. Thus demands for goods contain no information on equivalence scales
in a single price system. Blundell and Lewbel also show that, once the equivalence scales in any
one price system p
0 are given, the demand functions completely identify the ratios
ESi(hi,u,p)/ESi(hi,u,p
0). See Blundell and Lewbel (1991) for details, and Kapteyn (1994) for a
clarifying example.
Blundell and Lewbel (1991) suggest several solutions to the identification problem. The
first is not to estimate equivalence scales in levels, and look at ratios between equivalence scales
for different price settings only. We are, however, interested in levels of equivalence scales from
a policy point of view. Levels are needed for applied welfare analysis concerning poverty, child
benefits, income inequality, etc. (see Jenkins (1991)).
The second solution is to make additional assumptions on the utility functions, based on
’prior beliefs’. An example is the IB assumption: if IB is imposed, the demand system determines
the equivalence scale (Blundell and Lewbel (1991, p. 56)). The IB assumption implies testable
restrictions on the demand system, which have often been rejected. Other assumptions have been
used, but, as the IB assumption, are to a large extent arbitrary and ad hoc (see, for example,
Nelson (1993)).4
This suggests that the only feasible solution is the third one: use additional data. This is
the solution used by a school of researchers, primarily Dutch. We discuss it in the next section.
3. Using subjective data on income evaluation: the Leyden School
This line of research starts with Van Praag (1968) and has produced numerous publications by
Van Praag, Kapteyn, and others. An early overview is given by Wansbeek and Kapteyn (1985).
See, for example, Van Praag (1991) and Kapteyn (1994) for more recent references. Most of the
empirical analysis focuses on the following type of questions (which is usually referred to as the
Income Evaluation Question (IEQ)):
Which annual after tax household income would you, in your circumstances, consider a)
very bad; b) bad; c) insufficient; d) sufficient; e) good; f) very good?
This is the wording in the SEP data that we use. The answers are an increasing series of six
monthly incomes. In other surveys, the number of incomes in the series varies, but the concepts
are the same. The answers to this type of questions have been used to estimate equivalence scales
in various ways. Many of these are variants on Van Praag (1968), who assumes that the
household cost function can be written as follows (since p is fixed, the argument p is omitted
from now on).
(4) ln ci(u,hi)=s i (hi) F
−1( u )+µ i (hi)
Here F is the standard normal distribution function. It is assumed that the utility level u depends
on the question (a), b),.. or f)) but not on the household. In the case given above, for questions
a) through f), it is usually assumed that u=1/12, u=3/12,.., u=11/12, respectively. Given the values
of u and the observed values of ci(u,hi), µi(hi) and si(hi) can be estimated for each household.
Numerous articles have been written to model µi(hi) as a function of household composition and
other characteristics. The theory of relative perception of income and poverty (Kapteyn (1977))
implies that µi(hi) depends on actual income yi. Empirical evidence strongly suggests that this is
indeed the case. This can easily be incorporated in the framework of section 2, although it does
not correspond directly to the neoclassical view.
Results of Alessie et al. (1995) suggest that µi(hi) depends on demographics, habit formati-
on, and incomes of families in the household’s reference group. Recent results of Manski (1993)
suggest, however, that nonparametric identification of reference group effects can only be
obtained in very special circumstances: prior information on the composition of reference groups
must be available, and the variables defining the reference groups and those directly affecting the
outcomes should be ’moderately related’. Much less attention has been paid to modelling si(hi).
Note that the IB assumption in the previous section is equivalent to the assumption that si(hi)
does not vary with hi.
In this paper, we focus on equivalence scales. Habit formation, preference interdependen-
ce, etc. are not taken into account. We allow the perceived cost function to depend upon actual5
household income. In (4), an explicit relationship is given between costs and utility, and it is
implicitly assumed that utility is cardinal. This is something we also want to avoid. The only
assumption we are prepared to make, is that, if different households answer the same question
on which income is sufficient or very good, etc., they refer to the same utility level. Starting
point therefore, is the equation used in Van Praag and Van der Sar (1988):
(5) ln ci(u,hi)=x
’
ib (u) + S(u,hi)+g (u) ln yi + ei(u)
ci(u,hi) is the observed answer to the question which income is sufficient, very good, etc., the
required income to attain a given utility level. We consider the answers to the six questions
separately and make no assumptions on how ci(u,hi) depends on u. xi is a vector of taste shifters
not related to family composition. In Van Praag and Van der Sar (1988), xi is a constant, but we
allow, for example, for regional variation (see section 5). S(u,hi) determines the equivalence scale
for household i. Van Praag and Van der Sar work with hi=fsi and specify
(6) Si(u,hi)=a (u) ln fsi
where fs is family size. A more sophisticated specification is used by Kapteyn et al. (1988):





The weights wj are given by w1=1 and wj=ln(j/(j-1)) for j>1. f(aj;u) is the following function of
the age aj of individual j, where the ordering (within a household) is such that aj ³ aj+1:
f(aj; u )=1i fa j>18;
(8)
f(aj; u )=1+a 1 (u)(18-aj)
2 + a2(u)(18-aj)
2(36+aj)i f0 £ a j £ 18
Thus f(18;u)=1 and f’(18;u)=0. a0, a1 and a2 are parameters to be estimated. By this specifi-
cation the costs of children are allowed to be different from the costs of adults. The costs of
children may also vary with age.
S(u,hi) in (5) determines the equivalence scale conditional upon income yi. We are
interested in unconditional equivalence scales, however. To eliminate ln yi, we again follow
Van Praag and van der Sar (1988), and compute the so-called ’true’ equivalence scale. This is
the answer to the question: if we want two families to perceive the same utility level u, what
is the ratio of the incomes the two families must have? We assume that other characteristics
xi and error terms (unobserved heterogeneity or measurement error) ei are the same for the
two families. The income yi(u) necessary to reach utility level u can be obtained from (5), by
setting ci(u,hi) equal to yi =y i (u):
(9) ln yi(u) = (1−g(u))
−1[x
’
ib(u) + S(u,hi)+e i (u)]
Thus the log of the ’true’ equivalence scale at utility level u for family i compared to the
reference family 0 is given by:6
(10) ln [yi(u)/y0(u)] = (1−g(u))
−1 (S(u,hi) − S(u,h0)).
Van Praag and Van der Sar (1988) present results for a number of countries. Most of their
data, including those for the Netherlands, are drawn from a 1979 European mail
questionnaire. They find significantly positive estimates of g(u) in all cases. For the Nether-
lands, the values of g(u) vary from 0.42 (lowest utility level) to 0.63 (highest level). The true
equivalence scales they find hardly vary with the utility level. They appear to be rather flat,
i.e. the estimated costs of children are quite low. For example, compared to the reference case
of a childless couple, they find equivalence scales of about 1.22 and about 1.37, for
households with two and four children, respectively. The additional costs of the first two
children would thus be about 22 percent of the childless couple’s budget, while two more
children would cost 12 percent of the budget of the reference family.
Kapteyn et al. (1988) used (7) and (8) to estimate various models, using data from the
Dutch labour mobility survey drawn in 1982. Their favourite model takes account of selection
bias due to non-reporting, it takes account of the fact that heads of household systematically
underestimate certain components of their income (for example, family allowances and
earnings of children) and it also includes reference group averages. Although not presented,
equivalence scales can be derived immediately from their results on poverty lines. For
example, compared to the childless couple, they find equivalence scales of 1.20 for a family
with two children aged 6 and 12, 1.34 for a family with four children, of age 18, 12, 6 and 1
(both compared with a childless couple). Kapteyn and Melenberg (1993), who apply a similar
specification to the SEP-data (wave 1985), find still lower costs of children.
4. Data
Data are taken from the October 1984 wave of the Dutch Socio-Economic Panel (SEP),
drawn by Statistics Netherlands. The SEP is fairly representative for the Dutch population
(see CBS, 1991). The original data set contains about 3700 households. It contains accurate
information on income from about forty potential sources for each individual. After tax
household income was constructed by adding up all income components of all family
members. Missing observations, for example for self-employed household members, led to a
loss of about 1000 families. A few households were excluded because of missing information
on family composition or other explanatory variables.
We consider two types of subjective information. The first is required income to attain
some utility level, discussed in section 3. 2455 families answer all these questions. After
repairing some obvious coding errors, required family income increases with utility level in
all cases. Sample statistics are in Table A1 in the appendix. In figure 1, we present
nonparametric (Gaussian kernel) density estimates of required and actual monthly incomes.
Required incomes for different utility levels have a similar distribution. Dispersion increases
with utility level. Actual incomes reveal a much larger dispersion, as expected. The location
of the distribution of actual incomes compared to that of required incomes, suggests that most
families are reasonably satisfied with their income. We come back to this in section 7.
In figure 2, we have drawn the distribution of required income for utility level 37
(insufficient) with varying household size. Required income for singles is much smaller than
for other households. The differences between families with 2, 3, 4 or more members, are
surprisingly small. For other utility levels, the figure is similar. In figure 3, we present the
results of a nonparametric (quartic kernel) regression of the required income levels on family
income (not controlling for family size). We also present 95 percent uniform confidence
bounds for the regression function. These become very wide where observations are sparse.
The figure suggests that a linear relationship between actual and required income might be
appropriate for the range where the bounds are tight, but not for the complete range of
incomes in the sample. For the range of very low incomes, we find that required income does
not increase with actual income. This is contrarty to what we would expect. It might be
explained by the relatively low number of observations in this income range.
The second type of subjective information is the answer given by the head of the
household to the question
How satisfied are you with your household income? possible answers 1 (not satisfied
at all) to 10 (very satisfied).
2729 heads of household have answered this question. The variable is denoted by SAI. In 772
cases, SAI is less than or equal to 5. The sample average is 6.30. The dispersion is
substantial. 74 observations have SAI=1; 101 have SAI=10. In figure 4, we present the results
of a nonparametric (quartic kernel) regression of SAI on family income. As expected,
satisfaction with income increases with income. It appears to decrease with family size. In the
empirical analysis in section 6, we analyze what this means for the equivalence scales.
5. Empirical Results: Required Income Questions
We first analyze the required income questions. We considered a number of specifications.
’True’ equivalence scales are presented in Table 1. To save space, (OLS) estimation results
are not presented. They are available upon request from the authors. Apart from family size
and actual income, gender of the head of the household, regional dummies and the degree of
urbanization are included in all the regressions. Some of these are strongly significant. In the
first panel, we present the results for the specification most similar to that of Van Praag and
Van der Sar ((5)-(6)). We find lower costs of children than they do. We also find larger (and
sometimes significant) differences between the utility levels. Costs of children appear to
decrease with the utility level. The small standard errors suggest that the results are quite
accurate. For reasons not clear to us, standard errors of the equivalence scales are often not
presented in the existing studies.
To allow for the nonlinearities suggested by figure 3, we added log family size
squared, log actual income squared, and the product of log income and log family size. The
latter two appeared to be strongly significant for all utility levels. The resulting true
equivalence scales are in the second panel of Table 1. Note that equation (11) could no longer
be used here: true equivalence scales had to be obtained from solving a quadratic equation.
The solution always existed. Costs of children are now strongly decreasing with the utility8
level. For the highest utility level, the estimated costs of children are negative. This seems
implausible, although it might be interpreted if children themselves are seen as consumption
goods. The effects of children, however, are insignificant. For the lower utility levels, the
costs of the first child are larger than according to the linear specification, while the costs of
more than one child are similar. Standard errors have approximately doubled.
Differences between the two panels suggest that we should consider more flexible
specifications. We turn to a semiparametric model, in which the impact of family size and
actual income on required income is left unspecified. Equation (5) is replaced by
(12) ln ci(u,fsi)=x
’
ib ( u )+g u (fsi,ln yi)+e i (u)
Here gu is a continuous function satisfying some regularity conditions. As before, we assume
E{ei(u) xi,fsi,yi}=0. Equation (12) leads to the partial regression model of Robinson (1988)
and Stock (1991). The latter proposes a three step estimator for this model, based upon the
following identity, obtained from (12):
(13) ln ci(u,fsi) − E{ln ci(u,fsi)f s i ,ln yi}=[ x i− E{xi fsi,ln yi}]b(u) + ei(u)
The first step consists of replacing the expectations in (13) by their nonparametric (kernel)
regression estimates. The next step is to estimate b by OLS on (13). The third step is to
estimate gu by nonparametric regression of ln ci(u,hi)−x iˆ b (u) on fsi and ln yi, where ˆ b(u) is
the OLS estimate of b(u). Finally, the ’true’ equivalence scales can be computed by (numeri-
cally) solving yi(u,h) from
(14) ln yi(u,h) = x
’
iˆ b(u) + ˆ gu(fsi,ln yi(u,h))
and computing the ratio between yi(u,h) for the family of interest and the reference family
with the same value of xi. Results are in the third panel of Table 1. Following Stock (1991),
standard errors can be computed without taking account of the first two steps. From pointwise
asymptotic properties of ˆ gu (cf. Bierens, 1987), it is then possible to compute the standard
errors of the equivalence scales. Details are available upon request from the authors. Again,
we find that the costs of children would be quite low, confirming the results obtained by the
parametric second order specification. Only the difference between a single person and a
childless couple is significant (for the lower utility levels), costs of children are insignificant
in all cases. This suggests that costs of children could well be lower than as suggested by the
linear specification, which is rejected by the data.
To allow the equivalence scales to vary with the children’s ages, we have also
estimated various specifications using (7). A summary of the results is presented in Table 2.
For the linear specification, the results largely correspond to those in Table 1. Again, the
costs of children are quite low, even lower than those found by Kapteyn and Melenberg
(1993). Age of children does not play a large role. In many cases, estimated costs of young
children are higher than those of older children.
Adding cross terms and squares leads to some improvement (second panel of Table 2).
The costs of a child are now increasing with the age of the child. The estimated costs of9
children remain low. While the estimated costs of young children largely correspond to the
findings of Kapteyn et al. (1988), those of older children and adults are much lower. The
standard errors suggest that these results are reasonably accurate.
6. Satisfaction with Actual Income: Models and Results
The dependent variable SAI is discrete with possible values 1 through 10. An ordered





ig+e i; SAIi=j if mj−1 <y
*
i <m j (j=1,...,10)
Here y
*
i is a latent variable. zi is a vector of regressors, including xi defined in section 5,
family composition, and log family income. The bounds mj satisfy -¥=m0<m1<... <m9<m10=¥.
By means of normalization, we choose m1=1.5 and m9=9.5. The other mj are estimated. ei is
the error term. The equivalence scales can easily be derived from (15): the log equivalence
scale is equal to the log family income difference needed to compensate for a change in
family composition. If log family income enters linearly, this is simply the ratio of the family
composition effect and the coefficient of log family income. The standard practice is to
assume
(16) ei zi ~ N(0,s
2)
This yields the ordered probit model (see Maddala (1983)), which can easily be estimated by
maximum likelihood (ML). However, ML estimates may be inconsistent if (16) is not
satisfied. Lagrange multiplier tests suggest that nonnormality or heteroskedasticity of the
errors lead to violation of (16). We therefore also consider some more flexible parametric and
semiparametric specifications.
A parametric generalization of (16) is given by





Here F is the standard normal distribution function. (17) allows for (exponential)
heteroskedasticity and nonnormality. Normality is obtained for y1=y2=0. For arbitrary y1 and
y2, we get the family of distributions introduced by Ruud (1984). Monotonicity of G implies
that y1 and y2 must satisfy
(18) y
2
1 −3 y 2£0.
Semi-nonparametric Estimation (Gallant/Nychka)
A more flexible family of nonnormal distributions is introduced by Gallant and Nychka
(1987) (G&N, from now on). We replace (16) by
(19) ei zi ~hÎH.10
Here H is some class of univariate densities satisfying ’mild regularity conditions’ (see G&N,
p. 387). Ruled out are densities with too violent oscillations or too fat or too thin tails.
Skewness etc. is permitted. The main idea is that any density in H can be approximated by an
element in the set HK of densities of the form









K+1 must be such that the density is proper (see below). The approximation
can be made arbitrarily close (in some norm on H) if K is large enough, i.e. the union of all
HK (K=1,2,...) is dense in the closure of H. This implies that, under additional regularity
conditions guaranteeing uniform convergence and identification, a consistent estimator for g
can be found by maximizing the likelihood over g,m 2 ,...m8 and a, provided that KN®¥ with
the number of observations N (Theorem 0 in G&N). The motivation for the G&N densities is
thus based on their properties for large K. In practice, K is chosen fixed and finite. If K is
fixed, the model is parametric and usual ML properties are valid, under the usual assumption
that HK contains the true density.
An advantage of (20) compared to other series approximations is that computing the
probabilities P{SAIi=j zi} is easy, using higher order truncated moments of the univariate
normal distribution. A second advantage is that the density is guaranteed to be nonnegative. A
third advantage is that this family nests the univariate normal distribution (with zero mean).
The number of terms to be computed for the likelihood contribution per observation, increases
with K
2.
Some normalizations have to be added for practical implementation. First, the density
must be proper: ò h(u)du = 1. This implies a restriction on a. We impose this in the same
way as Gabler et al. (1993): we start with an improper density h* determined by a*, with
a
*
0=1. We then compute the integral for a*, and divide the a
*
k by its square root to obtain a.
Second, nonparametric identification of the model requires a location restriction on the errors
or the systematic part. We a priori fix the constant term to its probit estimate. This is easier
than imposing restrictions on a to guarantee that the error has mean zero, the procedure
followed by Gabler et al. (1993) and Laisney et al. (1992).
Semiparametric Estimation (Horowitz/Lee)
The semi-nonparametric estimator described above maintains the assumption that errors and
regressors are independent. It does not allow for heteroskedasticity. A more general model is
obtained if (16) is replaced by
(21) Median(ei zi)=0
Lee (1992) has proposed a consistent estimator for the model defined by (15) and (21), based






where 1[.] denotes the indicator function. (22) immediately follows from the median11
preserving property of increasing functions. It implies





It follows that (g,m2,...,m8) can be estimated consistently by least absolute deviations:





This is the estimator proposed by Lee (1992). It generalises the maximum score estimator of
Manski (1985) for the binary choice model. It has the same drawback as Manski’s estimator:
the asymptotic distribution is intractable. For the maximum score estimator, this problem is
solved by Horowitz (1992). His ’smoothed maximum score’ estimator maximizes a smoothed
version of the sum of least absolute deviations. Exactly the same idea can be applied here.
The smoothed least absolute deviations estimator is obtained as follows (see Melenberg and
Van Soest (1994) for details). Let yir=1[y
*
i³mr]. Then yi=åryir. It is easy to verify that the
minimization problem (24) can be rewritten as
(25) (ˆ g,ˆ m2,...,ˆ m8) = Argmax åiår(2yir −1 )1 [ z
’
ig −mr³0].




ig−mr)/sn), where K is a
function satisfying limv®¥K(v)=1 and limv®−¥K(v)=0, and where sn is a smoothness parameter
depending on the sample size n, with limn®¥sn=0. Thus, the smoothed version of (25)
becomes
(26) (ˆ g,ˆ m2,...,ˆ m8) = Argmax åiår(2yir − 1) K((z
’
ig−mr)/sn).
This smoothed estimator is similar to Horowitz’s smoothed Maximum Score estimator, and
shares its asymptotic characteristics: consistency and the limit distribution. Convergence is
slower than n
1/2. The convergence rate depends on the smoothness of the underlying model
and the choice of the function K. Following Horowitz (1992), we use




Under appropriate smoothness conditions, the limit distribution of the estimator defined by
(26) then satisfies
(28) n
4/9((ˆ g,ˆ m2,...,ˆ m8)−( g ,m2,...,m8)) N(AB,V).
Consistent estimates for the asymptotic bias AB and the asymptotic covariance matrix V can
be constructed analogously to Horowitz (1992). See Melenberg and Van Soest (1994). To
solve (26), local search algorithms are infeasible, because the objective function is not
concave and has several local maxima. We use the simulated annealing type global search
algorithm taken from Corana et al. (1987), and discussed by Goffe et al. (1994).12
Partial linear model (Robinson/Stock)
The models introduced above have various degrees of flexibility concerning the conditional
distribution of the error terms, but do not allow for nonlinearities in the systematic part. We
consider one additional specification in which the systematic part is not assumed to be linear.
Instead of using an ordered response model, we can directly model the mean of the observed
variable SAIi. We use a partial linear model, as in equation (12):
(29) SAIi =x
’
ib+ g(ln yi,f s i )+e i;E { e i x i }=0
g is an unknown function to be estimated. This model is estimated in the way described in
section 5, following Stock (1991). In this model, the true equivalence scales can be
computed numerically from the estimates of g. Unlike in the linear specification, the outcome
generally depends on the reference level of income, or, equivalently, utility. We compute
them for a household with ei,x iand utility level SAIi set equal to their sample average. For
each household of size fs, we compute ln y from
(30) ˆ g(ln y, fs) = 6.273 - ¯ x’ˆ b
We then take the ratios of required incomes for families of different composition.
Results
We first consider equivalence scales depending on family size only. The results are presented
in Table 3. The probit (col. 1), extended probit (col. 2), and semi-nonparametric (col. 3; K=3)
estimates are similar. They imply much larger costs of children than the results in the
previous section. For example, the costs of two children would amount to more than 70
percent of the budget of a childless couple.
The more flexible semiparametric estimator of the ordered response model based upon
(21), leads to smaller estimates of the costs of children. For example, the costs of two
children would amount to about 52 percent of the childless couple’s budget (standard error: 3
percent). This is still much more than in section 5 or in the related literature. The standard
errors of the Horowitz/Lee estimator are much lower than those of the other models. This
finding is similar to what other researchers have found when applying the Horowitz estimator
to a binary choice model. According to Horowitz (1992), the low standard errors might
indicate that the sample size is not yet large enough to make the asymptotic results
applicable.
The estimates based upon (29) are reasonably well in line with the semiparametric
estimates based upon the ordered response model. The standard errors, however, are huge. For
example, the estimated costs of the first two children are 58 percent of the childless couple’s
budget, with corresponding standard error 35 percent. The estimates look quite plausible, but,
according to the standard errors, could be very inaccurate. Similar results were obtained for
other values of the smoothness parameters involved in the nonparametric kernel regression
step.
In table 4, we present results of the ordered response models in which costs of
children are allowed to vary with the children’s age levels, as in (7) and (8). The probit13
model leads to very large costs of children. Its parametric extension, which is a significant
improvement considering the likelihood ratio, results in somewhat smaller costs of children.
Similar outcomes are obtained using the semi-nonparametric model. Lower costs of children
are obtained using the semiparametric Horowitz/Lee estimator. For example, the costs of the
first two children amount to about 36 percent of the childless couple’s budget. This is still
much larger than the estimates in section 5. As before, the estimated standard errors of the
semiparametric estimator are quite low. According to all specifications, the costs of a child
increase with the child’s age. The four estimators lead to substantially different estimates of
the costs of a first child of six years old. We did not estimate a partial linear regression
model based on specification (7) and (8), because of expected dimensionality problems and
because of the already large standard errors obtained in table 3.
7. Summary and concluding remarks
We have analyzed equivalence scales for Dutch households. We have started by summarizing
the results in the literature on identification. This has led to the conclusion that estimating
equivalence scales consists of two steps: first, estimate the equivalence scales for a given
fixed set of prices; second, use demand data to analyze the consequences of price changes for
the relative equivalence scales. Our analysis deals with the first step only. Consumer demand
data are not helpful here.
Instead, other, often subjective, information, can be used. We have presented a brief
overview of the results of the Leyden School, based upon the use of subjective information
concerning household income required to attain some given utility level. We have focused on
studies that use as few additional assumptions as possible. This has led to the specification in
which, for each utility level separately, required income is explained from family
composition, the level of actual income, and background variables.
Using data from the Socio-Economic Panel, we have estimated a linear specification
and various nonlinear specifications, both parametric and semiparametric. The main finding is
that estimates of the costs of children based upon the required income data are implausibly
low. For the more flexible specifications, this conclusion emerges stronger than for the linear
specification.
We have then turned to another type of subjective information, concerning the
evaluation of actual current household income. We have shown that it can be used to derive
equivalence scales in a very simple way. Several estimators of ordered response models are
compared: ordered probit, a parametric extension, a semi-nonparametric extension, and a very
general semiparametric extension. The estimators differ with respect to the assumptions
concerning the distribution of the error terms. We have also presented the results of a partial
linear model, in which the functional form of the relation between income, family size, and
expected satisfaction with income, is left unspecified. Compared to the estimates based upon
the required income data, all these models lead to much higher costs of children. The
accuracy of the results varies strongly with the chosen specification. In particular, the
semiparametric model seems to lead to very accurate estimates, while the partial linear model
yields very large standard errors.14
Because of the large variation of the standard errors obtained with the models
explaining satisfaction with income, we did not formally test whether equivalence scales
obtained with the two types of information are compatible. Still, in order to get some idea
about the compatibility of the two types of information, we constructed a second measure of
satisfaction with actual income (SAI2) from the required income questions, as follows:
(31) SAI2i = 3/2 Sk 1[yi ³ ci(uk,hi) ]+1
The sum is taken over the six utility levels. If ci(uk,hi), required income as provided by the
head of household, is lower than actual household income yi, then we know that the
household’s utility level is at least uk. This leads to an indicator of satisfaction with actual
income, which has been transformed toa1t o1 0scale, assuming that the u1,...u6 correspond
to 2.5, ...., 8.5, and 10, respectively. For example, SAI2i=8.5 means that actual family income
is between the incomes considered ’good’ and ’very good’.
If the two types of information would be compatible, SAI2 and SAI should be similar.
Their correlation coefficient is only 0.31, however. For example, about 11 percent of all
families have a value of SAI of at most 5, but a value of at least 8.5 for SAI2. The average
value of SAI2 is 7.79, while the average value of SAI is only 6.27. Apparently, the two
measures of satisfaction with actual income are incompatible.
Several explanations for this finding are possible. The first is that our allocation of the
six utility levels ’very bad’, ’bad’, ..., ’very good’ to the values 2.5, 4, ..., 10 on the SAI scale
is wrong. This allocation is in line with the theory of cardinal utility functions developed by
Kapteyn (1977). A second, more plausible, interpretation is that our objective measure of
actual family income does not correspond to the income concept used by the head of the
household when answering the required income question. Kapteyn et al. (1988) compare
objective actual household income with categorical information on household income directly
provided by the head of the household, and show that certain components of household
income are strongly underestimated. For example, the head of the household has almost
perfect knowledge of his own earnings, but tends to report less than 80 percent of the
spouse’s earnings, and less than 30 percent of earnings of children or family allowance. If the
head of the household underestimates required income in a similar way as actual household
income, this could explain the deviation between the two measures of satisfaction with actual
income, as well as the low estimates of costs of children from the required income
information.
The direct question about satisfaction with income does not require that the respondent
estimates household income. We tend to have more confidence in the outcomes based upon
this than in the outcomes based upon the required income questions. Ex ante, we would tend
to believe that the satisfaction with actual income question is easier to answer than the
required income questions. The former refers to the family’s actual situation, while the latter
refers to some virtual situation, which seems less well-defined. Ex post, we find the former
outcomes more plausible than the latter.
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Table 1a: ’True’ equivalence scales Van Praag & Van der Sar model
FS C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6
1 0.895 0.907 0.912 0.917 0.931 0.953
0.010 0.010 0.011 0.011 0.013 0.016
2 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
3 1.067 1.059 1.055 1.052 1.043 1.028
0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.008 0.010
4 1.117 1.102 1.096 1.091 1.074 1.049
0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.014 0.018
6 1.192 1.167 1.157 1.148 1.121 1.079
0.021 0.021 0.022 0.022 0.024 0.029
Table 1b: ’True’ equivalence scales extended version
Van Praag & Van der Sar (with squared and cross terms)
FS C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6
1 0.799 0.820 0.837 0.872 0.918 1.041
0.020 0.019 0.019 0.021 0.028 0.074
2 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
3 1.095 1.087 1.081 1.064 1.037 0.985
0.012 0.011 0.010 0.009 0.009 0.016
4 1.150 1.139 1.131 1.105 1.059 0.977
0.024 0.022 0.020 0.019 0.019 0.026
6 1.207 1.198 1.192 1.156 1.085 0.968
0.049 0.044 0.043 0.039 0.039 0.047
Table 1c: ’True’ equivalence scales semiparametric model
FS C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6
1 0.890 0.904 0.918 0.941 0.969 1.006
0.031 0.028 0.028 0.030 0.036 0.052
2 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
3 1.050 1.043 1.037 1.026 1.012 0.993
0.032 0.026 0.024 0.024 0.027 0.035
4 1.067 1.057 1.048 1.033 1.012 0.983
0.034 0.028 0.025 0.025 0.027 0.034
6 1.073 1.060 1.050 1.033 1.005 0.964
0.045 0.035 0.030 0.028 0.030 0.036
Explanation: FS= Family size;
C1: corresponds to level 1;
C2: corresponds to level 2, etc.
Each first row gives the estimated equivalence scales;
Each second row gives the estimated standard error.18
Table 2: ’True’ equivalence scales with age function included
no cross terms cross terms
NA K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 K6 C1 St err C1 St err
1......0.913 0.015 0.833 0.028
2......1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000
26.....1.086 0.012 1.047 0.038
2 1 2.....1.067 0.008 1.069 0.022
2 1 26....1.131 0.016 1.106 0.047
2 1 8 1 261..1.200 0.021 1.229 0.038
NA K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 K6 C3 St err C3 St err
1......0.927 0.017 0.886 0.026
2......1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000
26.....1.073 0.012 1.054 0.032
2 1 2.....1.060 0.008 1.057 0.018
2 1 26....1.114 0.015 1.099 0.038
2 1 8 1 261..1.159 0.021 1.176 0.030
NA K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 K6 C6 St err C6 St err
1......0.932 0.018 0.926 0.020
2......1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000
26.....1.048 0.013 1.044 0.015
2 1 2.....1.048 0.009 1.047 0.010
2 1 26....1.083 0.017 1.080 0.018
2 1 8 1 261..1.118 0.023 1.113 0.022
Explanation: NA = Number of adults;
K1-K6: Age of the children; . means: not included;
C1 corresponds to level 1, C3 to level 3, C6 to level 6.
St err: Estimated standard error.19
Table 3: Equivalence scales based on Satisfaction with Actual Income (SAI)
Pr Ext Pr Gall/N Hor/L Partial LM
FS
1 0.553 0.585 0.556 0.659 0.726
0.024 0.022 0.024 0.012 0.117
2 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
3 1.414 1.369 1.410 1.277 1.280
0.036 0.030 0.036 0.014 0.205
4 1.807 1.711 1.799 1.518 1.485
0.079 0.065 0.079 0.028 0.255
6 2.554 2.342 2.535 1.938 1.838
0.177 0.141 0.177 0.056 0.414
Explanation: FS = Family size;
Each first row gives the equivalence scale;
Each second row gives the estimated standard error.
Probit: Ordered Probit;
Ext Pr: Extended version Ordered Probit;
Gall/N: Gallant & Nychka;
Hor/L: Horowitz & Lee;
Partial LM: Semiparametric partial linear model.
Table 4: Equivalence scales based on Satisfaction
with Actual Income (SAI), with age function included.
NA K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 K6 Prob St err Ext Pr St err
1......0.531 0.029 0.573 0.025
2......1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000
26.....1.341 0.071 1.251 0.056
2 1 2.....1.401 0.046 1.333 0.037
2 1 26....1.725 0.113 1.563 0.088
2 1 8 1 261..2.482 0.182 2.110 0.127
NA K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 K6 Gall/N St err Hor/L St err
1......0.558 0.024 0.581 0.013
2......1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000
26.....1.276 0.056 1.119 0.021
2 1 2.....1.355 0.036 1.258 0.015
2 1 26....1.611 0.087 1.362 0.033
2 1 8 1 261..2.215 0.125 1.842 0.053
Explanation: NA = Number of adults;
K1-K6: Age of the children; . means: not included;
Prob: Ordered Probit;
Ext Pr: Extended version Ordered Probit;
Gall/N: Gallant & Nychka;
Hor/L: Horowitz & Lee;
St err: Estimated asymptotic standard errors.21
Figure 1. Distribution of actual income and of required income for utility
levels 1,...,622
Figure 2. Distribution of income required for utility level 323































































































Figure 3. Nonparametric regression of required income (utility levels 1,...,6) on actual
income, with uniform 95 percent confidence bands24




























Figure 4. Nonparametric regression of satisfaction with actual income (SAI) on actual
income, with uniform 95 percent confidence bands.